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DETAILED ACTION 



1. 



Claims 1, 5, 7 - 13, 15, 19, 20 and 24 - 27 are presented for examination. 



Claim Objections 



2. Claims 28 and 48 are objected to because of the following informalities: The claim 
language stales, "generate an transaction event", which should read, "generate a transaction 
event". Appropriate correction is required. 



3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in. the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

4. Claims 36 and 46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant 
art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed 
invention. Claims 36 and 46 recite, "the available thread is a member of a class of threads that 
are included in the pool of threads ". This limitation is not described in the specification. The 
specification states on page 21, lines 2-5, "In one embodiment of present invention, specific 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
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threads may be members of a "real-time" process priority class, and a task having a "real-time" 
priority wifl be attributed to such threads by the scheduler \" As can be seen, there is no mention 
of another embodiment of the invention having a thread as a member of a "class" of threads and 
"included in the pool of threads". The section of the specification could be interpreted as the one 
embodiment of the invention replacing one "giant pool" of threads with smaller pools or 
"classes" of threads that are more specific to their allocated tasks. If the Applicant can point to 
specific sections of the specification where the claim language is supported, the rejection will be 
withdrawn. 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 28 - 48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

7. Claims 28, 37 and 47 recite a method or system for "executing a transaction routing 
task". There is no discloser or teachings of the transaction routing task being executed in any part 
of the claim nor when it is executed. AH that is stated is the movement of transaction routing 
tasks from queues to threads utilizing attributes. 

8. The term "dynamically assigning a new priority" in claims 28, 37, 47 and 48 is a relative 
term which renders the claim indefinite. The term "dynamic" is not defined by the claim, the 
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specification does not provide a standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of 
ordinary skill in the art would not be reasonably apprised of the scope of the invention. The 
claim language states, "the distributing of the transaction routing task to the available thread 
being responsive to dynamically assigning a new priority to the transaction routing task ". There 
is no mention previous to this statement that there is a prior priority assigned to the transaction 
routing task. Therefore, how could there be a new priority assigned to a transaction routing task 
if there is no previous priority assigned. Furthermore, if there is no previous priority assigned to 
the transaction routing task, how could a new priority by "dynamically assigned", also there is no 
disclosure as to what makes this assigning of a priority "dynamic". 

9. Claims 34 and 44 recite, " assigning the thread priority to the available thread based on a 
priority of the transaction routing task distributed to the available thread," appears to assign 
priority to a transaction routing task in a thread that already has a priority. There are numerous 
sections of the specification that state priority to a thread but it is unclear which section of the 
specification this limitation would belong to. Applicant is asked to point to specific sections of 
the specification to clear up the meaning of the limitation with possible amendments. 

10. . Claims 35 and 45 recite, "determining a best match between the transaction routing task 
and the available thread," in which there is no disclosure as to how this determination step is 
carried out nor is there any teachings as to what constitutes the "best match". Applicant is asked 
to amend to further specify how this determination is conducted and what would be considered 
the criteria for the "best match". 
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11. All dependent claims not specifically mentioned above are rejected for their dependency 
on the above-discussed claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

12. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obVious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

13. Claims 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over O'Neil 
(6 1 343 1 8) in view of Sequeira (6222530). 

14. Referencing claim 28, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, O'Neil teaches a method of 
executing a transaction routing task, the method including: 

15. receiving a transaction request at an automatic call distribution system, (e.g. col. 6, line 
60 -col. 7, line 15); 

16. generating an transaction event responsive to receiving the transaction request, the 
transaction event for routing the transaction request to an agent of the automatic call distribution 
system, (e.g.. col. 6, line 60 - col. 7, line 20); 

1 7. responsive to the transaction event, identifying a workflow associated with the 
transaction event, (e.g., col. 7, lines 21 - 61); 
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18. distributing the transaction routing task, which at least partially executes the workflow, 
from a task queue to an available thread within a plurality of threads operating within a 
multiprocessor system, the distributing of the transaction routing task to the available thread 
being responsive to dynamically assigning a new priority to the transaction routing task, (e.g., 
col 7, lines 8- 15, col. 10, line 65 - col. 11, line 12 & col. 12, line 48 -col. 13, line 3); 

19. identifying a processor affinity attributed to the transaction routing task, (e.g., col. 12, 
line 58 - col. 1 3, line 3); and 

20. assigning the available thread to a processor within the multiprocessor system according 
to the processor affinity attributed to the transaction routing task to route the transaction request 
to the agent of the automatic call distribution system, (e.g., col. 12, line 58 - col. 13, line 3), but 
does not teach thread pool. Sequeira teaches a thread pool, (e.g. col. 5, line 46 - col. 6, line 6 & 
col. 9, lines 16 - 31). It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the 
invention was make to combine Sequeira with O'Neil because if an incoming task that is 
important,' needs to be completed first, it could be sent to the next available thread. within the 
pool of threads, before the other tasks and be processed sooner. 

21 . Referencing claim 29, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, O'Neil teaches the 
transaction routing task includes any one from a group of transaction routing tasks including 
receipt of a telephone call, receipt of a hang up, a request to store data, a request to retrieve data, 
a request to generate a user interface for the agent, (e.g., col. 6, line 60 - col. 7, line 7). 
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22. Referencing claim 30, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, O'Neil teaches the 
telephone call includes at least one of a telephone call received via a public switched telephone 
network and a voice-over-IP call received via the Internet, (e.g., col. 6, lines 18 - 48 & col. 7, 
line 53 -col. 8, line 10). 

23. Referencing claim 31, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, O'Neil teaches the agent 
includes at least one of a human agent and a software agent, (e.g., col. 6, line 60 - col. 7, line 7). 

24. As to claim 32, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, O'Neil does not specifically teach 
the transaction routing task has a real-time priority and is distributed in accordance with the real- 
time priority to the available thread within the pool of threads. Sequeira teaches the transaction 
routing task has a real-time priority and is distributed in accordance with the real-time priority to 
the available thread within the pool of threads, (e.g. col. 5, line 46 - col. 6, line 6 & col. 9, lines 
16 - 31). It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was make 
to combine Sequeira with O'Neil because if an incoming task that is important, needs to be 
completed first, it could be sent to the next available thread within the pool of threads before the 
other tasks and be processed sooner. 

25. Referencing claim 33, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, O'Neil teaches assigning . 
the available thread to a processor within the multiprocessor system according to a thread 
priority, (e.g., Abstract, col. 7, lines 8-15, col. 10, line 65 - col. 1 1, line 12 & col. 12, line 48 - 
col. 13, line 3). 
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26. Referencing claim 34, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, O'Neil teaches assigning 
the thread priority to the available thread based on a priority of the transaction routing task 
distributed to the available thread, (e.g., Abstract, col. 7, lines 8-15, col. 10, line 65 - col. 11, 
line 12 & col. 12, line 48 - col. 13, line 3). 

27. Referencing claim 35, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, O'Neil teaches 
determining a best match between the transaction routing task and the available thread, (e.g., 
Abstract, col. 7, lines 8-15, col. 10, line 65 - col. 1 1, line 12 & col. 12, line 48 - col 13, line 3). 

28. Claim 37 - 45, 47 and 48 are rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

29. Claims 36 and 46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over O'Neil 
and Sequeira as applied to claims 27 and 37 above, and in further view of Kimmel et al. 
(6105053) (hereinafter Kimmel). 

30. As to claim 36, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, O'Neil and Sequeira do not 
specifically teach the available thread is a member of a class of threads that are included in the 
pool of threads, the class of threads being associated with the priority. Kimmel teaches the 
available thread is a member of a class of threads that are included in the pool of threads, the 
class of threads being associated with the priority, (e.g., col. 6, lines 1 - 21). It would have been 
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obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine Kimmel 
with the combine system of O'Neil and Sequeira because a "thread group" is a set of closely- 
related threads within a process that will tend to access and operate on the same data. Handling 
these related threads as a single globally schedulable group promotes a closer relationship 
between the threads in the group and individual JPs or groups of JPs, thereby improving the ratio 
of cache hits and overall system performance. 

3 1 . Claim 46 is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

Response to Arguments 

32. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 28 - 48 have been considered but are moot 
in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

33. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

34. a. Edwards et al. U.S. Patent No. 6650748 discloses Multiple call handling in a call 
center. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to David E. England whose telephone number is 571-272-3912. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thur, 7:00-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David A. Wiley can be reached on 571-272-3923. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Examiner 
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